Branch II.]                        DESCARTES.                                I3g
God and His creatures, i. e. there is no distinctly conceived meaning of the word which fits at once Him and them; but since, among created things, there are some of such a nature as to be incapable of existence without others, we distinguish these from such as need only the ordinary con-cursus Dei, by calling the latter substances, and the former qualities or attributes of these substances V
By this rule, though neither mind nor body can claim to be Substance in the absolute sense, both are on a par as substances in the relative sense; each, we perceive, being able to exist without aid from the other. Whether either of them is in actual existence here or there, now or then, can be determined only by its proclaiming itself through some properties that speak to our perceptions or consciousness : then we know it, for if there be properties, they cannot be properties of Nothing, but of something. Any property will suffice to betray the presence of a substance ; but there is always one in particular which constitutes its essence, and on which all the rest depend. Thus, in the case of Body, Extension in its three dimensions of length, breadth, and depth is the defining attribute; in the case of Mind, Thought: on the former depend figure with all its relations, and motion with its varieties of direction and velocity, and (as Descartes assumes) every other property of material things j on the latter, memory, imagination, will, &c., as so many modifications of thinking. Of these two created substances we have clear and distinct ideas, if we keep the attributes carefully apart from each other. And so may we of uncreated and independent thinking substance, i.e. of God, provided we neither assume that this idea represents all that there is in Him, nor attach to it any fiction of our
sense. But this classification of things is constantly treated by logicians and others (e. g. by Whately) as if it were a classification of words or names ; and so Descartes uses it here. If this interpretation be carried to the reading of Aristotle, he becomes unintelligible. See Arist. Cat. I. p. i. a. i; Top. IV. iii. p. 123 a. 28, vi. p. 127 b. 6; Eth.Nicom. V. iv. p. 1130 a. 33. 1 Princ. Phil. P. I. 51,